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APPELLANT'S BRIEF 



I. REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The sole inventor is applicant and the real party in interest. 

II. RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 
There are no related appeals or interferences. 



in. STATUS OF THE CLAIMS 

Claims 1-8, 22-33, 41-43, 51-96 and 114-128 stand finally rejected and are subject of this 

appeal. 

Claims 9-21, 34-40, 44-50 and 97-1 13 have been previously cancelled as drawn to non- 
elected subject matter. 

IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

Following the receipt of an Advisory Action, Appellant has filed a minor amendment to 
Claim 6 after final rejection, just weeks prior to filing this appeal brief, in an attempt to facilitate 
resolution of one well-defined disputed issue regarding a '"selected component^ The claims as 
currently pending (with proposed amendment shown) are reproduced in the Appendix. 

V. SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

Applicant has developed a unique editor for editing server-based dynamic web 
applications. A server-based dynamic web application is a software program that generates 
web pages upon request by a browser. In general, a user visiting a web site that is running a 
dynamic web application receives different versions of the same web page when viewing it 
multiple times, (page 1:16-18; Fig. 6). In contrast, a static web site is a set of documents that 
are delivered unchanged to the user's browser and which remain unchanged until changed by 
the author (page 1:15-16). 

Applicant describes an embodiment that uses "page templates" and "components" to 
build server-based dynamic web applications (page 8:1-25). Instead of progranuning a web 
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application from scratch, the idea is to create the application by connecting preexisting software 
components (page 4:16-18 and page 5:7-12). Applicant's components are program modules or 
program classes containing instructions to generate browser code, and possibly instructions to 
react on user input (pages 8:28 - 9:7; pages 19:26-20:12). Applicant's page templates are used to 
specify how the components are to be connected to each other and to the layout (page 5:7-9 and 
page 8:1- 4). When the user visits the web application, page templates (26) and especially 
components (27) are executed (Fig. 7; page 8:28; page 16:14-18 (execution of components); and 
page 46:3-23 (execution of templates)) and thus transformed into the generated pages and sent to 
the browser (23) (page 15:3-5) for display to the user. 

Advantageously, Applicant's components operate on the server yet can still interact with 
the user via multiple page requests (page 4:21-22; page 5: 13-19; page 9:28 to page 10:4; pages 
1 1:21-13:30). Thereby, the number and kind of components per generated page can change 
dynamically (page 4:23-28; page 11: 7-19). The preferred implementation of applicant's 
interactive server side components (ISSC) is described in section B on pages 14 to 24, and in 
Section D on pages 40 to 51, which discloses how the object oriented language heitml is used to 
implement page templates and ISSC's. 

WYSIWYG editing of dynamic web appUcations is a complicated problem, because 
pages dynamically change during execution of the web application. Thus, there is no single page 
view that could be shown to a developer for editing. Applicant's invention addresses this 
problem by showing a running application in the editor (pages 3:27-4:2). 

Advantageously, in applicant's editor the application looks similar to and functions like 
the normal running application as viewed by the end user (page 4:29-30; page 5:20-21; Fig. 1) 
(sample application as viewed by the end user) and Fig. 2 (applicant's editor). Conventional 
editing technology does not really address this issue - in general, page templates look different 
than the generated page as viewed by the user (pages 3:29-4:4). In contrast, applicant's invention 
has a special page generator (162) that runs the application while inserting editing features so 
that the editor shows the generated pages (163) to the developer (pages 4:29-5-4; pages 5:21-24; 
page 26:5-7; and Fig. 18) while actually applying changes to the page template (161) (page 5:25- 
26; page 26:10-13, for page generator, see pages 26:26-27:2, and Fig. 18; for editing features, see 
element 164 and section 5b on page 30, and section 5d on page 3 1). In addition, the editor 
comprises a client part in form of scripts for download into the browser (Fig. 1 8, element 165; 
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section 6 on page 32-36) to process user interactions and a server part for changing the page 
templates (element 166, section 7 on pages 36-40). Using ^plicant's editor would cause the 
display of an application, for example, a shopping application, to have a functional shopping 
basket thereby allowing the developer to add and/or remove items from the basket and to see the 
end user's actual view during editing. 



VL GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

i. Whether claims 1-8, 28, 29, 41, 42, 51-66, 68-96\ and 1 14-127^ are patentable 
under Section 103(a) over the combination of U.S. Patent No. 6,151,609 
("Truong") and U.S. Patent No. 6,026,433 ("D'Arlach"). 

ii. Whether claims 22-24, 26, 27, 30-33, 43, and 67 are patentable under Section 
102(e) overTniong. 

iii. Whether claim 25 is patentable under Section 103(a) over the combination of 
Truong, D'Arlach and U.S. Patent No. 6,651,108 to Popp et al. 

Vn. ARGUMENTS 

Applicant's claims recite features that are not taught or suggested by the cited references, 
either alone or in combination, as discussed in sections B through D below. However, apphcant 
will first discuss the cited art. 

A. THE EXAMINER IS MISTAKEN REGARDING THE NATURE AND SCOPE OF 
THE CITED PRIOR ART 

1. The Combination of Truong and D'Arlach Is Improper 

In rejecting applicant-s-claims, the examiner has relied primarily on the editor disclosed 
in the Truong patent, either by itself or in combination with certain features disclosed in the 
D'Arlach patent. However, applicant has a fundamental disagreement with the Examiner 
regarding the nat\ire,^the scope, and the application of both of these prior^patents to applicant's 
pending claims. 



' The Examiner has not provided any explicit reasoning in the final rejection as to why Claim 73 was rejected. In 
earlier actions, Claim 73 had been rejected as obvious over the combination of Truong and D'Arlach, so apphcant 
has discussed this claim on that basis in this section. 

^ The Examiner has not provided any explicit reasoning in the final rejection as to why Claim 128 was rejected. 
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The Truong patent discloses a plain text editor that, however, does not follow the 
I ^WYSIWYG principje j^CSee Truong Fig. 5 and Gol. 10:45-50). Thus, by itself, Truong does not 
teach or suggest the ability to run an application being edited while editing and the examiner has 
acknowledged this key fact. (See Final Rejection dated 6/6/05 at p. 4). Truong' s editor also does 
not teach or suggest anything like applicant's components. However, the Examiner continues to 
rely upon Truong in forming his rejections of ttie claims, and-this-reliance is misplaced. Truong 
provides a conventional^editorthat acts oo^mpleje?^ there is no teaching or 

suggestion, explicit or inherent, that it eould(^ansform or runOyese text files, or that it could edit 
components having executable code or that it would be desirable to modify Truong to include 
these features . 

D'Arlach discloses an editor that follows the WYSIWYG principle, but can handle only 
static documents, and not server based dynainic \yeb dc^cuments ot webapplications. 
Consequently it, like Truong, does not teach or suggestv ^Dning an applic a t i o n b o in gfait^ 
dxuing editmglSignificantly, the Examiner now finally admits that ajclaim to "dynamically 
editing a web page while the web page is being run on the browser" would be distinct. (See 
Advisory Action mailed 1 1/30/05). This is one of the key principles underlyine various of the 
claimed embodiments, and applicant continues to assert that this feature is adeauately recited 
in several different ways in the pending claims . For example, applicant's claimed embodiments 
contain various features which allow the editing of functional applications, including a ''page 
generator" that runs the application during editing and at run-time, and ''executable 
components" with which one can build server side applications. In fact web based editing of 
executable server side components is another important principle underlying the various 
claimed embodiments. None of these features are taught or suggested by Truong or D'Arlach, 
either alone or in combination, nor is there any motivation described in those references to 
incorporate such features. 

Applicant therefore submits that the combination is improper. The features of D'Arlach 
could not be readily incorporated into ttie editor of Truong, and likewise, features of Truong 




^ Pronounced WIZ-zee-wig. Short for What You See Is What You Get An application following the WYSIWYG 
principle allows the user to see on the display screen what will appear on the printed document. This should be 
contrasted with some word processors, for example, that cannot display different fonts and graphics on the display 
screen even though the formatting codes have been inserted into the file, (adopted from www.webopedia.com) 
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could not readily be incorporated into the editor of D*Arlach. Thus, applicant submits that the 
Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. 

2. The Examiner Misinterprets D'Arlach 

Applicant had a fundamental disagreement with the Examiner regarding the nature and 
scope of the D'Arlach patent, because in the Final Rejection, the examiner applied D'Arlach in a 
way that assumes D'Arlach is capable of editing web applications. In the advisory action, 
however, the examiner advised that claiming "dynamically editing a web page while the web 
page is being run on the browser" would be distinct, so the examiner might have changed his 
mind. On the other hand, in the same advisory action, the examiner interprets a working copy of 
D' Arlachs templates as a functional and working duplicate of the template, which is possible 
only if D' Arlachs templates were programs. Applicant reasons below that D' Arlach's templates 
are plain documents and not programs, and consequently they can not be interpreted as 
functional or working. 

D'Arlach teaches the use of web site "templates" to simplify web site development for 
the author. Instead of developing a complete web site anew, the author is given a template as a 
starting point. The user then customizes the template, and finally, publishes the result. The use of 
the words "Web Site" in D'Arlach's title suggest that D'Arlach's editor is intended for web sites, 
and not for server side dynamic web applications. Also, while D' Arlach's editor is itself a server 
side dynamic web application, this by no means suggests that its editor can edit such 
•^applicatioh^. According to D'Arlach, final generation of pages takes place when they are 
published, not at run time. {See D'Arlach at col. 5:30-33). 

Server based dynamic web applications^generate web pages dynamically every time a 
user visits the application. Web sites, on the other hand, are typically static and do not have 
generation taking place on the server while a user visits the site. See, for example, D'Arlach at 
col. 5:30-33: ^^When the template is published as a Web site, the database is used to generate a 
set of Web pages that make up the new site" It is thus clear that the generation in D'Arlach takes 
place when the web site is pubUshed, and not later when users visit the site. Thus, D'Arlach is 
simply not suited for developing dynamic server based web applications, and in fact, D'Arlach 
teaches away firom editing a running application. In contrast, applicant's invention is 
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advantageous in that a user can edit server side web applications while the application is running 

such that it appears and functions normally. 

The Examiner continues to assert that D*Arlach has pointed relevance because it provides 

for a "working copy," noting that 

D'Arlach does disclose in analogous art, creating or editing a working 
copy of a user's site with the option of publishing the updated modified 
page or creating a new user web site. Therefore it would have been 
obvious ... to combine Troung and D'Arlach because, it would enable a 
working copy or user web page to be modified dynamically. 

{See Office Action dated 6/6/05 at p.4, citing D'Arlach at col. 5:15-25). The Examiner has 

improperly latched onto the term "working copy" as used in D'Arlach to support and justify his 

conclusion. However, the "working copy" described in D'Arlach is clearly, not the functional 

application" referred to in applicant's claims, and for this reason, the Examiner's logic must fail. 

A 'Svorking copy" means a copy for the user to work on, not a copy that works as a running and 

functional application. This means that the working copy is a static copy. This interpretation is 

supported by the disclosure of D'Arlach, which says that after changes to the web site are 

completed, the user may publish those changes. (See D'Arlach at col. 5: 15-25): 

To allow creating a new Web site a CGI program first makes a copy of an 
exiting template in the server computer. The user then customizes or edits 
the working copy of the template, which is the user 's site, through a series 
of forms displayed by the browser in the client computer. After making 
desired changes to the site, the user may publish it. 

The Examiner's misinterpretation is repeated in the Advisory Action dated 1 1/30/05, where he 
notes that "a working copy is a functional/working duplicate of the document being customized." 
However, D'Arlach does not disclose anywhere that the working copy is a rurming, functional 
application - this is solely a misinterpretation by the Examiner. Thus, it is clear to applicant that 
D'Arlach's editor is only useful for editmg a static web site, not for editing a fiuictional, rurming 
web application, and it does not provide any teaching or suggestion of any way to dynamically 
modify a functional, running web application, nor does it describe any motivation to do so. 

3. The Examiner Has Misconstrued Applicant's Components 
Applicant's invention allows the developer create web applications by plugging together 
components using the inventive editor. These special type of components contain instructions, 
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are executable on the server side, and generate browser code. In applicant's preferred 
embodiment, components are implemented as objects of an object oriented programming 
language. 

Sometimes (See Office Action dated 6/6/05 at p.5, citing D'Arlach at col. 5:25-45) the 
examiner mistakenly interprets the "elements" described in the D' Arlach patent (D'Arlach at col. 
4:62) as somehow equivalent to applicant's claimed components. However, the elements 
described in the D'Arlach patent do not contain instructions and arie not executable, but are 
merely static data items stored in a database (See D'Arlach at col. 5:14-16). In fact, the database 
structure disclosed by D'Arlach (see col.5:l-15) shows that the database does not contain 
instructions for execution on the server nor does it contain executable components. The cited 
portion further discloses that D' Arlach's invention only has two kinds of elements: a text and a 
button element, and neither contains instructions for execution on the server. Further, the 
examiner does not even argue that D' Arlach's elements contain instructions or are executable. 

Sometimes (See Office Action dated 6/6/05 at p.5 and p. 6, citing Truong at col. 2:1-5) , 
however, the examiner also mistakenly interprets normal HTML elements such as fields and 
buttons as somehow equivalent to applicant's claimed components. However, HTML elements 
are executed on client side and do not generate browser code. 

In the Advisory Action, the Examiner interprets executing components as somehow 
equivalent to certain actions inside^^^^'s i^^^ that "D'Arlach shovvs the user being 

able to interactively input data through the browser with regards to processing New html, which 
when processed (executed) is displayed back to the user. Executing as claimed [by] applicant is 
equivalent to modifying a template and displaying it on the browser." Thus, the examiner 
mistakenly interprets the part of D' Arlach's editor that performs these actions as somehow 
equivalent to a component. Applicant's specific components are, however, intended for reuse 
inside applications developed with applicant's editor. So, applicant's claims typically contain 
additional restrictions that require components on page templates, or that require the editor to 
support specific editing functions for operating on the components on document templates. The 
editor part cited by the examiner does not fulfill this additional restriction. D'Arlach by no means 
teaches or suggests the use of the cited editor part inside web site templates. 
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Thus, applicant submits that the Examiner either has misinterpreted and misconstrued the 
teachings in the cited references or simply did not take into account all the restrictions on 
components in the claim language. 

B. CLAIMS 1-8, 28, 29, 41, 42, 51-66, 68-96, AND 1 14-127 ARE PATENTABLE 
OVER THE COMBINATION OF TRUONG AND D' ARLACH 

1. Claims L 59-64. and 68-73 

Independent Claims 1 and 59, and claims dependent from claim 59, form the basis for a 
first group considered to stand or fall together, and not with other claims or groups. 

Claims 1 and 59 are each independent claims that are directed to a basic two-part 
structure that runs a web application and an editor. For example, Claiih 1 includes "a page 
generator'* and "an editor" while Claim 59 includes "a document generator" and "an editor 
program" The page generator and document generator elements recited in these claims are 
similar and because they require running the web application, and this provides a distinct basis 
for concluding that these claims are patentable over the cited art. Other groups of claims are 
focused on different features, such as interactive software components (claims 6-8); or editing 
software components (claims 2-5, 51-58, 64-66, 74-89, 94-95, 114-124 and 128); or scripts for 
download into chent (claims 41-42, 90-93, 96); or handles (claims 28, 29); or a method for 
editing an application (claims 125-127). 

Claim I is considered patentable over the cited combination because (1) the recited page 
generator runs the application, and (2) the recited editor interacts with features incorporated onto 
pages being displayed in the web browser. This is recited in Claim 1 as: 

a page generator running one of the applications being developed by generating the 
generated documents including additional editing features for interpretation by the 
browser program; 

an editor directly operating on the pages displayed by the browser via the editing 
features, thereby allowing the xiser to work on a functional application during 
development; 

Neither Truong nor D'Arlach make any teaching or suggestion of editing an application while 
running it, nor is there any suggestion or motivation that it would be desirable to do so. For that 
reason alone, Claim 1 is patentable over the proposed combination. 



i 
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Further, the Examiner has acknowledged that "Truong doesn't explicitly disclose an 
editor capable of directly operating on the documents displayed by the browser thereby allowing 
the user to work on a functional application during development." (See Office Action dated 
8/15/2005 at p. 4). However, the Examiner also has stated that it would be distinct if applicant 
claimed "dynamically editing a web page while the webpage is being run by the browser." {See 
Advisory Action dated 1 1/30/05 at continuation sheet) Applicant's claim provides exactly that! 
The Examiner's erroneous evaluation of this claim is belied by his statement in the Advisory 
Action that Claim 1 only calls for "editing a page being displayed by the browser." (Id.) The 
phrase "via the editing features" is, however, a key structural limitation of the claim language 
that was apparently not considered by the Examiner, and which connects the running application 
to the editing process. The claim recites that the editing features are part of the generated 
documents, and the preamble states that the generated documents are displayed by the browser. 
The editor is then coupled via the editing features, and voila, you are editing a running 
application in the browser. 

Claim 1 is thus directed to a web based editor that can handle and interact with editing 
features incorporated into pages displayed in the browser as part of a running application. The 
Examiner continues to assert that the creating or editing of a working copy as disclosed in 
D' Arlach is somehow the same as the editor claimed by applicant, citing D' Arlach at 5: 1 5-25./ 
{See Office Action dated 8/15/2005 at p. 4; see also Advisory Action dated 1 1/30/2005 at 
continuation sheet). Applicant submits that the Examiner is simply mistaken in his conclusion - 
the "working copy" referred to in D'Arlach is not a running application, but simply a static, 
redimdant copy - one to mark up, scratch up, or otherwise tinker with until revisions are 
complete - and then, and only then, will the updated material be published. 

The Examiner has focused on the claim language "thereby allowing the user to work on a 
functional application dxiring development" in concluding that the claim is only directed to an 
editor capable of working on a displayed page. However, that fails to consider the full scope of 
the physical structure as actually described in applicant's claims. For example, in Claim 1, the 
preamble states that an application (not restricted as to location) responds to a browser request by 
generating documents and sending them to the browser for display. This is a conventional page 
generator function. A recited element of the claim, however, is a "page generator" that runs the 
application generating generated documents with additional editing features. Another recited 
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element is an editor that operates on the pages via the editing features. These structural 
limitations clearly correlate the functional aspects to the structure. 

The cited portion of D' Arlach (column 5:1 5-25) does not teach or suggest that during 
editing, pages should function si^^PI^'^^^tu^^ pages that are displayed in the browser, nor 
that pages are functional at all during editing. In contrast, applicant's claim requires that the 
application be nmning, and this allows it to remiain functional during development. 

The Examiner has stated that Truong discloses a page generator running an application 
being developed and sending generated documents to the browser. (Final Rejection dated 6/6/05 , 
at p. 4). However, a thorough review of the Truong patent reveals that its page generator runs 
only the editor, not the application being developed. The Examiner relies on Truong at 10:45-50, 
but this portion explicitly states that the text of the file being edited is sent directly to the 
browser, without actually executing the file. Also, Fig. 5 of Truong shows the source code of a 
script in the editor, which indicates that the file being edited is not run during editing. 

Further, the templates which are edited in D' Arlach are static web sites, and consequently 
can not be executed. Applicant has repeatedly argued that D' Arlach does not edit dynamic web 
applications {see section A.2). However, the Examiner mistakenly disagrees. The Examiner cites 
column 5:15-21 as disclosing that D'Arlach can edit a working copy of the template (which is the 
user's site) through forms displayed in the browser. The Examiner interprets this passage as 
supporting having the ability to edit dynamically. Applicant submits that being able to edit web 
sites dynamically does not teach or suggest editing web applications . In fact, the use of the term 
site'' suggests in itself that D'Arlach's editor can edit static web pages, but not applications 
(like database searches or shops). ' 

Thus, Claim 1 is patentable over the cited combination. 

Independent Claim 59 also stands rejected based on the combination of Truong and 
D'Arlach. However, for all the same reasons as claim 1, Claim 59 is also patentable over the 
cited combination. Similar to Claim 1, Claim 59 is an independent claim directed to a software 
development system for dynamic web documents capable of displaying functional applications 
during editing. In the Final Action, the Examiner referred to the reasoning for claim 6, but the 
reasoning for claim 6 is wholly inapplicable to claim 59. Claim 59 recites an editor, whereas 
Claim 6 does not; Claim 6 recites components, whereas Claim 59 does not. 
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As explained above, Truong discloses an editor that works on plain text documents. 
Consequently, when Truong 's editor is used on a dynamic web document, it shows just the 
source code, does not follow the WYSIWYG principle, and does not transform the dynamic 
document during editing. In contrast, the inventive editor is capable of transforming a dynamic 
web document being developed during editing and so the dynamic web docimient appears 
functional during editing. This distinction is expressed by the following claim language, 
' 'venerated documents ... which look and function similar to the end user 's view of the 
documents " and by "the editor program comprising first instructions for requesting the 
document generator to process a dynamic web document leading to a generated document .^^ 
This language makes clear that the editor indeed transforms the dynamic web document during 
editing. Additional claim language, namely ''instructions to modify the dynamic web document 
make clear that the dynamic web document that is being edited is the one being requested. 

As noted many times, D'Arlach's editor can not edit dynamic-web documents, but is used 
for static documents only. In contrast, claim 59 requires "^4 software development system for 
developing dynamic web documents''' and clearly defines the term using the claim language '' said 
dynamic web documents operating by being transformed into an end user 's view upon a request 
by a web browser, the end user's view being provided to the browser in response to the request,^^ 
In contrast docxunent generation in D' Arlach happens during publishing, not upon a request by a 
web browser, whereas dynamic web documents are generated when users visit them. Thus, 
Claim 59 is patentable. 

Claims 60-73^ are dependent fl-om Clainf 59, and for all the same reasons, applicant 
submits that Claims 60-73 are likewise not taught or suggested by Truong, either alone or in 
combination with D'Arlach. 

With regard to claim-61, the examiner cited Truong (Col. 8:39-50) as disclosing further 
instructions for execution during document generation to collect edit information for use by the 
editor. The cited portion describea-docimient generation as part of the editor itself According to 
claim 59, 'the document generator" means the document generation usually required for display 
of a dynamic web document. In contrast, the cited portion of Truong is concerned with document 
generation taking place inside the editor. 



* Claim 67 was placed by the Examiner in another grouping, but applicant believes this claim is properly considered 
here with its base claim. 
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With regard to Claim 63, the examiner states that Truong does not explicitly disclose 
automatically requesting that the document generator process the dynamic web document if 
required. However, the examiner states that D'Arlach discloses analogous art, citing item 620. 
D' Arlach describes a CGI program that transmits the updated page (see CoL 6:8-20). Since 
D' Arlach's method does not repeat the original request, URL parameters of the original request 
for the page get lost. Therefore, D'Arlach's method does not work in general for dynamic web 
documents. Claim 59, however, requires the editor to work for dynamic web documents. 

With regard to claim 68, the examiner referred to Claim 61 for his reasoning, and 
applicant likewise refers to his response to that reasoning, as discussed above. 

Claim 69 js dependent on 68,. and for all the same reasons, applicant submits that Claim 

69 is likevvdse not taught or suggested by Truong, either alone or in combination with D'Arlach. 
With regard to claim 69, the examiner cited Truong at (Col. 3:35-38) as disclosing that the editor 
uses the edit information to modify the dynamic web document. However, the cited portion 
refers to an editor selection form used to select a file for editing, not to modifying a dynamic web 
document or using edit information. 

Claim 70 is dependent on 69, and for all the same reasons, applicant submits that Claim 

70 is likewise not taught or suggested by Truong, either alone or in combmation with D'Arlach. 
With regard to claim 70, the examiner referred to Claim 64 for reasoning. Claim 70 requires 
^'position information on the components contained in the document template'^ while claim 64 
does not. Applicant therefore submits that Truong does not teach or disclose position information 
and therefore claim 70 is patentable. 

Claim 72 is dependent on 71, and for all the same reasons, applicant submits that Claim 
72 is likewise not taught or suggested by Truong, either alone or in combination with D'Arlach. 
With regard to claim 72, the examiner cited Truong' (Col. 7:59-67) as disclosing initiating a 
reload in the browser. However, the cited portion discloses loading of the remote editor 
program, does not initiating a reload in the browser.^^- A reload in the browser means that the 
browser will load the same page a second time. In contrast, the cited portion discloses a first 
time load. 

With regard to claim 73 the examiner cites D'Arlach (Col. 10:15-25). However, the cited 
portion deals with managing complete web sites andnot with elemenis of web pages. (See Col. 
6:4-6) D'Arlachs editor reqmres a server interaction in order to display information on an 
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element. In contrast, claim 73 requires information on an element to be displayed without 
requesting the document generator. 

2. Claims 51-58. 74-89, 114-124 and 128 

Independent Claims 51, 74, and 1 14 and their related dependent claims (52-58, 75-88, 
1 15-124, 128) form a second group considered to stand or fall together, and not with other claims 
or groups. Among other things, these claims deal with editing components, and they all recite "a 
plurality of components" element, wherein the components are limited to include "instructions to 
generate browser code." This is a key structural limitation that distinguishes components from 
the static database element. 

Claim 51 is an independent claim describing a system for editing components on web 
document templates and stands rejected as obvious based on the combination of Truong and 
D'Arlach. In the Final Rejection, the Examiner simply pointed to the reasoning applied to claim 
6. With regard to Claim 6, the Examiner cited Truong (col. 2:1-5) as disclosing a plurality of 
components. The cited portion of Truong, however, refers to browser built-in HTML elements, 
like forms and fields. However, these elements do not generate browser code and can therefore 
not be interpreted as the "components" recited in applicant's claims. 

As discussed in section A.3 above, D' Arlachs "elements" caxmot be interpreted as 
equivalent to the claimed components since the claim requires '^components containing 
instructions to generate browser code. " In the advisory action, the Examiner interpreted a 
specific part of D'Arlachs editor being equivalent to a component. Claim 51, however, requires 
"fl user interface for editing functions used for maintaining components on document templates,'' 
However, no such part can possibly be contained on D'Arlachs templates (see col. 4:60 to col. 
5:9), and D'Arlach does not disclose any editing fimctions for maintaining this part on a site 
template. 

In fact, the cited references do not teach or suggest a user interface having editing 
functions for maintaining components. The editing fimctions actually disclosed in Truong are 
clearly identified as working on text and not on components by stating: "the text may be edited at 
the web browser using editing features." (See Truong at col 10:47-50) In addition, even though 
Fig. 5 of Truong shows a user interface for the editor, it does not show "a user interface for 
editing functions used for maintaining components on document templates,'' as recited in claim 
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51. D'Arlach describes functions for modifying elements on a template. However, as already 
discussed, these passive elements are not active components containing instructions to generate 
browser code. 

Claims 52-58 depend from Claim 51, and for all the same reasons, these claims are 
patentable over the cited combination. 

With regard to claim 52, the Examiner cited Truong column 7 line 1 to 15 as disclosing 
components including fourth program instructions including steps to generate browser code prior 
to transmission to the browser program. The cited portion describes web browsers that can 
execute scripts. Scripts can indeed be used to generate browser code, but inside the browser. The 
Examiner cited Truong at column 2 line 1 to 5 as disclosing components, identifying HTML 
textboxes and buttons as components. However, HTML text boxes and buttons do not contain 
scripts for generation of browser code; In addition, HTML element and scripts are clearly part of 
the browser. In contrast, the claim explicitly requires the generation of browser code prior to the 
transmission to the first software program. D*Arlach's elements are data items and therefore do 
not contain instruction including steps to generate browser code. 

Claims 53-58 depend from Claim 52, and for all the same reasons, these claims are 
patentable over the cited combination. 

Claim 55 is directed to edit functions working on components. The Examiner refers to his 
reasoning towards claim 6. However, the portions of D'Arlach cited by the Examiner do not 
teach or suggest the operations of adding a component or removing a component from a 
document template as required by the claim. 

With respect to claim 56, the Examiner cites D' Arlach's figure 5 nxunber 506. According 
to column 5 lines 38 to 40, step 506 deals with selecting a site template, not with elements or 
components. Claim 56, however, requires the calling of fourth program instructions. Fourth 
program instructions are introduced in claim 52 as instructions included inside at least some 
components to generate browser code prior to transmission to the first software program. As 
explained above, D? Arlachs elements are merely data items not containing any instructions. In 
contrast, claim 56 requires instructions included in some components to be called. 

Claims 57-58 depend from Claim 56, and for all the same reasons, these claims are 
patentable over the cited combination. 
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With respect to claim 58, the Examiner cited D'Arlach column 10 lines 15 to 25 as 
disclosing clicking on the generated document. The cited portion of D'Arlach, however, seems to 
disclose clicking various buttons in order to manage complete web sites. The term "the generated 
document" used in claim 58 refers back to claim 56, saying that the generated document is 
generated from a document template. The menu buttons cited by the Examiner are part of the 
editor and are not generated from the template. 

Claim 74 is an independent claim describing a software development system for 
document templates and stands rejected as obvious based on the combination of Truong and 
D'Arlach. In the Final Rejection, the Examiner simply pointed to the reasoning applied to claim 
6, i.e., that Truong (col. 2:1-5) discloses a plurality of components. The cited portion refers to 
browser built-in HTML elements, like forms and fields. These elements do not generate browser 
code, however, and can therefore not be interpreted as the "components" recited in applicant's 
claim. 

As discussed in section A.3, D'Arlachs "elements" can not be interpreted as equivalent to 
components since the claim requires '^components, that include instructions to generate browser 
code for transmission to the first software program. " In the advisory action, the Examiner 
interpreted a specific part of D' Arlach's editor as being equivalent to a component. Claim 74, 
however, requires ''edit functions maintaining components on document templates.'' D'Arlach's 
templates can not possibly contain such a part, see col. 4:60 to col. 5:9, and D'Arlach does not 
disclose any editing functions maintaining such a part on a site template. 

In fact, the cited references do not teach or suggest editing functions for maintaining 
components. The editing functions actually disclosed in Truong are clearly identified as working 
on text and not on components, for example: ''the text may be edited at the web browser using 
editing features,'' (See Truong at col. 10:47-50). D'Arlach has functions to modify D'Arlach 
elements on a template; however, these elements are not active components containing 
instructions to generate browser code, as already discussed. 

The claim explicitly requires document templates to be dynamic, stating that the set of 
components on the generated documents can vary for different document requests for the same 
document template. D'Arlach creates web sites, in contrast to web applications, and generates 
pages while publishing, not per request, as explained above. This means that according to 
D'Arlach, a page can change only by modifying the template and publishing it again. 
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Claims 75-89 depend from claim 74, and for all the same reasons, should be considered 
patentable. 

With regard to claim 75, the examiner cited D'Arlach (Col. 10:10-25 and 50-60). The 
cited portions refer to managing web sites and web pages, and not to components as required by 
the claim. In addition, the cited portions of D'Arlach do not reveal the operations of adding a 
component to a document template as required by the claim. 

With regard to claim 76, the examiner cited Truong (Col. 6:57-63) as disclosing that tag 
syntax is used to denote components on document templates. The cited portion reveals only that 
HTML tags are denoted using tag syntax on document templates. However, HTML tags are not 
"components" as recited in applicant's claims since, according to claim 74, components generate 
browser code prior to transmission to the first software program, and also, components cooperate 
with the editor program (See also section A.3). This is not the case for HTML tags. On page 1 7 
of the Final Rejection with regards to claim 76, the examiner argues that applicant has merely 
claimed in his limitations "^^^erein tag syntax is used to denote at least one component," 
However, the use of component refers back to the use of component in claim 74 on which claim 
76 depends. Claim 74 states "a plurality of components, that include instructions to generate 
browser code for transmission to the first software program." Applicant submits that the 
examiner is wrong in considering only the limitation in claim 76 for components. Applicant 
fiirther submits that the limitation in claim 74 does not allow components to be interpreted as 
HTML tags, because HTML tags do not include instruction to generate browser code for 
transmission to the first software program. 

With regard to claim 78, the examiner cites D'Arlach (Col. 10:10-35) as disclosing 
excluding a component that can react interactively on subsequent document requests fi'om the 
generated docxunent. As discussed with regard to claim 74, D' Arlach's elements can not be 
interpreted as components because they are merely data elements, not software components, and 
do not contain instructions. In particular, a component that can react interactively as required by 
claim 78 can not be interpreted as an element, because elements are data items that can not react. 
Further, the cited portion talks about editing the web site template and thereby removing an 
element. The claim, however, refers to a web application that, for selected requests, excludes 
components, e.g., a shopping application that hides a shopping basket in case it is empty. The 
claim language expresses this by the use of "the generated document" referring back to claim 74. 
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With regard to claim 79, the examiner cites Truong (Figure 3b, item 164, and related 
text). The cited portion refers to handling of the ABORT button of the editor. The claim, 
however, deals with the components on the document templates created with the document 
development system. Therefore, the cited portion is irrelevant to this claim. ^ 

With regard to claim 80, the examiner cite D'Arlach (Col. 5:23-25) and "storing of the 
customized template limitation." Claim 80 is dependent on claim 79, and as reasoned with regard 
to claim 78, "excluding components" refers to excluding while an application is nmning without 
changing the template. In addition, there is no teaching of session memory or of any information 
stored in session memory. 

With regard to claim 81, the examiner cited D'Arlach (Col 4:60-65), The cited portion 
deals with manually editing a web site template. The claim, however, refers to a web application 
that, for selected requests, excludes certain components, e.g.^ a shopping application that hides a 
shopping basket in case it is empty. The claim language expresses this by the use of "the 
generated document" referring back to claim 74. In addition, the cited portion does not teach or 
suggest anything like a first component containing sixth instructions to decide about exclusion. 
In fact, D'Arlach' s elements are data items and do not contain instructions. 

With regard to claim 82, the examiner cited Truong (Col. 3:30-35) as disclosing an editor 
taking the varying set of components into account. However, the cited portion describes the 
editor input and editor selection form used to select a file for editing, and does not seem to 
provide any information as to how the editor shows a particular file. However, Truong 's Figure 5 
clearly indicates that the editor shows the source code of an application being edited. In contrast, 
the claim requires the editor be able to take the varying set of components into account, which 
implies that the editor must be capable of showing various views of the same document. 

With regard to claim 83, the examiner cited D'Arlach (Col. 4:60-65). The cited portion 
deals with manually excluding elements fi'om a page template. The claim, however, refers to 
editing a web application that, for selected requests, excludes certain components. In applicant's 
editor^ an application appears fiinctional during editing and can include or exclude components 
while fimctioning. In contrast, D'Arlach's editor is for static web sites, and pages change only 
when they are manually changed by the author. The claim language expresses this by requiring 
an editable view that includes and excludes components similar to the end user's view of the 
document. In contrast, D'Arlach's editor just shows a static web page that changes only if the 
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user asks the editor to modify the template. On page 17 of the Final Rejection with regards to 
claim 83, the examiner states that applicant is simply rehashing arguments which have been 
previously discussed. However, claim 83 was significantly amended, and the arguments are 
highly relevant. 

With regard to claim 84, the examiner referred to claim 4 for his reasoning. However, 
claim 4 is concerned with nested components. In contrast, claim 84 is concerned with the set of 
components on the document template and on the generated document. Since claim 5 is 
concerned with the set of components, applicant submits that for all the reasons given with 
regard to claim 5, Claim 84 is likewise not taught or suggested by Truong. 

With regard to claim 85, the examiner cites D' Arlach (Col. 6:35-45). The cited portion 
deals with changing options fi-om the set of available options inside the editor. In contrast, the 
claim requires the generated document to contain multiple instances of a component contained in 
the template. For example, in applicant's invention, a shopping basket component has multiple 
instances and could contain multiple products, depending on the number of articles actually 
placed mto the basket. The use of the term 'the generated document" refers back to claim 74. 

With regard to claim 86, the examiner cited Truong (Col. 8:20-35) as disclosing 
instructions to qualify names generated into the browser code with the unique identifier. The 
cited portion seems to disclose including file names into a generated page. However, the file 
names are known before the generation process. In contrast, claim 86 requires that a unique 
identifier be assigned to each component instance, and that this unique identifier be used to 
qualify the names. 

With regard to claim 87, the examiner cites D'Arlach (Col. 4:40-35). However, the cited 
portion describes the basic operation of D'Arlachs editor as a CGI program processing page 
requests. The cited portion does not seem to disclose elements, components, instances of 
components, nested components or templates. Instead, the cited portion deals only with the 
operation of the editor, but not with the operation of the site templates. In contrast, the claim 
requires that the software development system work on templates that, for selected requests, 
display multiple instances of a component in the template on the generated page. The claim 
language expresses this concept by the use of "the generated documents" referring back to claim 
74. 
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With regard to claim 88, the examiner refers to his reasomng of claim 85, and applicant 
likewise incorporates his response to claim 85. In addition, applicant submits thatD' Arlach does 
not have an' editable view4hatjiisplayj multiple instances of^a component,.but instead, D' Arlach 
just shows a slatie-web page that cbanges^nly4f4he user asks the editor to modify the template. 

With regard to claim^89, the eataminer cites D*Arlach (Figure 6, item 604). However, the 
cited portion refers to an element editing form and does not show instructions contained in 
components for generating browser code, as required by the claim. 

Claim 1 14 is-an independent cl^m iescribing-a system for displaying dynamically 
generated documents, and the claim stands rejected as obvious based on the combination of 



Truong and D' Arlach. The examiner cites Truong (col. 6:30-35) as disclosing a plurality of 
components on the server, at least one of the components including first features to cooperate 
with an editor in editing said component, and second program instructions to generate browser 
code. The cited portion of Truong reveals hmxiware components pf the client computer, but these 



components on the server. In addition, the components referenced by Truong do not generate 
browser code. In contrast, claim 114 requires components to include second program instructions 
to generate browser code. 

The examiner cites Fig. 3 A of Truong^ which sh^ws ajietwprk editor page, as disclosing 
third program instructions on the server for generating generated documents for transfer to the 
client computer, thereby calling second program instructions of selected components. However, 
Fig. 3 A of Truong shows various instructions to generate the network editor web page, but no 
instructions to call second instructions of components. In fact, the hardware components cited as 
prior art by the examiner do not have second instructions at all and therefore it is impossible to 
call them. 

As discussed in section A.3 above, D'Arlach*s "elements" can not be interpreted as 
equivalent to components since the claim requires "a/ least one of the components including . . , 
second program instructions to generate browser code'^ Also, HTML elements can not be 
considered equivalent to the claimed components as reasoned in section A.3 because of the claim 
language ^''components for execution on the server y Also, despite the Examiner's conmients to 
the contrary in the advisory action, a part of the editor can not be interpreted as a component 
because the part lacks first features to cooperate with the editor in editing this part itself as 




components are not present on the server. In contrast, claim 1 14 requires a plurality of 
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required by the claim language components including first filatures to cooperate with an editor 
in editing said component" In addition, the use of the word cooperate makes clear that the 
components are not part of the editor. 

Claims 1 15-124 and 128 depend from claim 114, and for all the same reasons, should be 
considered patentable. 

With regard to claim 1 15, the examiner cited Truong (col. 10:55-59) as disclosing that 
first features include instructions for passing information to the editor. According to claim 1 14, 
components for execution on the server include first features for cooperation with the editor. The 
cited portion of Truong reveals the use of instructions for sending a complete file back to the 
server. These instructions are a part of the browser for execution on the client computer. In 
contrast, claim 115 requires instructions to be part of the components for execution on the server 
computer. On page 18 of the Final Rejection, with respect to claim 115, the examiner states that 
claim 15 [sic] does not claim instructions to be part of the components. Applicant disagrees. 
Claim 115 states 'first features include fourth program instructions'^ and depends on claim 1 14 
that states "a/ least one of the components including first features^ Since at least one component 
includes first features, and first features include program instructions, therefore, at least one 
component includes program instructions. Applicant therefore submits that the examiner is in 
error and that claim 115 together with its base claims requires instructions part of at least one 
component. 

Claims 116-1 18 depend fi-om Claim 115, and for all the same reasons, these claims are 
patentable over the cited combination. 

With regard to claim 1 16, the examiner cited Truong (col. 7:60-67) as disclosing that part 
of the information is collected during execution of the components on the server. However, the 
cited portion describes execution of the editor, not of the components. According to the base 
claim 1 14, the editor cooperates with the components. This makes clear that the components and 
the editor are distinct items that cooperate. Truong does not teach or suggest any execution of 
components on the server. The examiner might have interpreted HTML text boxes and buttons 
(col. 2:1-5) as "components" in his discussion of claim 2. These HTML elements are part of the 
browser, however, and are not executed on the server. In contrast, claim 116 requires 
components to be executed on the server thereby collecting information for the editor. On page 
18 of the Final Rejection, with respect to claim 1 16, the examiner states ''applicant argues that 
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the contents are not executed on the server,'^ Applicant said nothing about ''contents'^ and 
therefore assumes that the examiner actually meant to say ''components.^' In fact, applicant 
argues that Truong at col. 7:60-67 describes execution of the editor, not of the components. On 
page 18 of the Final Rejection, the examiner further states "see claim 116, above which shows 
the remote editor which is loaded on the server"' which seems to agree with applicants reading 
of col. 7:60-67 thus, while the examiner cited art to show execution of the editor, he did not cite 
art to show execution of the components. The claim, however, requires execution of selected 
components on the server. 

With regard to claim 1 1 8, the examiner cited Truong's Figure 5 as disclosing that the 
mformation includes attributes of the component. Figure 5 of Truong shows the user interface for 
the editor and does not provide any details about "the information" and therefore appears 
irrelevant. On page 18 of the Final Rejection, with respect to claim 1 18, the examiner states 
''Applicant claims does not exclude editing features being indicated inside the browser, therefore 
Applicants argument is moot'' Claim 1 18 and its base claims do not refer to editing featxwes, and 
applicant's reasoning does not refer to editing features. Fig. 5 of Truong does not show any 
details about "the information," and it especially does not show that the information includes 
attributes of the component. In contrast, the claim requires "said information includes 
attributes'' 

With regard to claim 1 19, the examiner cited Truong (col. 10:45-50) as disclosing first 
features including fifth instructions that display additional editing features. The cited portion 
seems to reveal editing features as part of the editor and browser. In contrast, the claim requires 
fu-st features to include fifth instructions to display the editing features, whereby the first features 
need to be included in the component according to claim 114, not inside the editor or the 
browser. On page 1 8 of the Final Rejection, with respect to claim 1 1 8, the examiner included 
argiunents about "editing features." Since neither claim 118 nor applicants reasoning mentions 
editing features, the examiner's argument appears misplaced. The examiner argues "Applicants 
claims does not exclude editing features being indicated inside the browser, therefore Applicants 
argument is moot." Where the editing features are indicated does not seem to be relevant, but 
where the instructions that display the editing featxires are located is relevant. The claim requires 
"first features include fifth instructions that display the editing features'' The base claim 114 
requires "components including first features'' Consequently, fifth instructions are claimed as 
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part of the components. The examiner did not cite prior art for the fifth instructions. The cited 
portion (col. 10:45-50) only talks about the editor and does not seem to give any features of the 
components. 

Claim 120 depends from Claim 119, and for all the same reasons, this claim is patentable 
over the cited combination. With regard to claim 120, the examiner cites Truong item 602 and 
related text as disclosing handles. However, the cited portion talks about selecting an element but 
does not specify how, nor does it mention anything like a handle. D' Arlach does not disclose 
handles, but instead, elements are selected by directly clicking on them. As described in col. 
9:13-14 of D' Arlach, clicking on the "Phone Services" button itself, and not a handle, brings up 
the "Elements Properties" screen. In addition, Fig. 1 0 does not show anything like a handle. In 
contrast, applicant's claim explicitly requires handles. In his arguments on page 18 of the Final 
Rejection, the examiner refers to his interpretation of handles on page 17 with respect to claims 
28 and 29. Applicant likewise refers back to his discussion of these arguments. Applicant 
submits that neither D' Arlach or Truong show handles in the interpretation given by the 
examiner. 

With regard to claim 121, the examiner cited Truong (col. 10:45-50) as disclosing first 
features including extensions for use by the editor. The cited portions reveal various features as 
part of the editor and browser. In contrast, claim 121 requires the first features to include the 
extensions, whereby the first features are included in the components according to claim 1 14, not 
inside the editor or the browser. With respect to claim 121 the examiner refers to his 
interpretation of extension using "as recited above." However, applicant does not find such an 
interpretation anywhere above in the Final Rejection, so applicant relies on the interpretation 
given on page 19 of the Final Rejection. There, the examiner argues that the applicant failed to 
provide further limitations to distinguish his extension from the prior art. Applicant submits that 
according to claim 121 "first features include an extension for use by the editor" and according 
to the base claim 1 14 "a/ least one of the components including first features'' and therefore the 
claim language correctly limits the extension to be part of the components and not of the editor. 
The features given by the examiner are part of the editor and not of the components. Applicant 
therefore submits that the features given by the examiner can not be interpreted as said extension 
in the context of the claim. 
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Claim 122 depends from Claim 121, and for all the same reasons, this claim is patentable 
over the cited combination. With regard to claim 122, the examiner cited Truong (col. 8:65-67) 
as disclosing a web page for editing component attributes. The cited portion discusses the 
generation of web pages in general and does not disclose the generation of a web page for a 
specific purpose. In contrast, claim 122 specifically requires a page for editing component 
attributes. On page 19 of the Final Rejection, with respect to claim 122, the examiner states that 
he believes step 108 of Fig. 3 A shows a page for editing component attributes. A review of col. 
9:19-25 reveals, however, that step 108 shows the network editor web page that provides input 
fields for logon E), password input and remote editor path. Therefore, the network editor web 
page in step 108 is not used for editing any attributes, but for a log in procedure. Claim 122 
explicitly requires "a page for editing the components attributes values.'** 

With regard to claim 123, the examiner cited Truong (col. 6:57-63) as disclosing 
components denoted on document templates using tag syntax. However, the cited portion 
discloses HTML tags denoted on docxunent templates using tag syntax. HTML tags are 
different from components as used by applicant in claim 114, since components are required to 
run on the server and generate browser code. Applicant submits that the cited portion does not 
disclose components denoted on document templates using tag syntax. With respect to claim 
123, the examiner states on page 19 of the Final Rejection that the argument has abeady been 
discussed above and probably refers to his arguments on claim 76. Applicant refers to his 
answer, and in addition, notes that claim 123 and claim 76 have different base claims. 

With regard to claim 124, the examiner cited Truong colimm 8 lines 65 to 67 as 
disclosing components including instructions to generate browser code. The cited portion 
discloses instructions to generate browser code, but it does not specify where. Claim 124 
requires that these instructions be part of the components. 

With regard to claim 128, applicant notes that the Examiner failed to provide any basis 
for rejection. 

3. Dependent Claims 2-5. 64-65, and 94-95 
Claims 2-5 are dependent from Claim 1 and should be considered patentable for all the 
same reasons. Claims 64-66 are dependent from claim 59 and should be considered patentable 
for the same reasons. Also, claims 94 and 95 are dependent from claim 50 and should be 
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considered patentable for the same reasons. However, each of these claims also add the notion 
of components, and therefore should be considered separately and apart from the other groups. 

With regard to claim 2, the Examiner cites Truong (Col. 2: 1-5) as disclosing components, 
giving text boxes and buttons as examples. Column 2 also mentions HTML elements that are 
part of the browser Applicant submits that it is not possible to interpret these elements to be the 
same as the recited components, because claim 2 requires the components to be executed by the 
page generator, and the page generator does not execute HTML elements (See section A.3). 

The Examiner further cites Truong (Col. 10:47-50) as disclosing features to insert, 
modify and delete a component. However, the cited portion introduces insert, modify and delete 
operations for characters, not for components. 

The examiner acknowledges that ''Truong does not explicitly disclose wherein [sic] 
developed applications comprising document templates or editing components on templates and 
executing components on page templates'' (See Final Rejection dated 6/6/05 at p.5) However, 
the Examiner asserts that D'Arlach discloses analogous art, citing (Col. 5:25-45). As previously 
described, D' Arlach's templates are generated at publishing time (see Col. 5:30-33), while claim 
1 requires templates to be generated upon each browser request. In addition, the objects and 
elements disclosed in D' Arlach are data items stored in a database and can not be executed, (see 
Col. 5:14-16). Li contrast, claim 2 requires components to be executed. 

The Examiner states that it would have been obvious to combine Truong and D' Arlach 
because using templates would enable users to create and maintain web sites easily and 
efficiently, and he cites D'Arlach at Col. 4:60-63. In contrast to D'Arlach's templates, 
applicant's templates are primarily used to create dynamic web applications and not merely to 
simplify development of static web sites. 

Claims 3-5 are dependent on Claim 2, and for all the same reasons, applicant submits that 
claim 3-5 are not taught or suggested by Truong, either alone or in combination v^th D'Arlach. 

With regard to claim 3, the examiner cited Truong (Col. 2:1-5) as disclosing that at least 
one of the components reacts interactively on user input by executing instructions on the server. 
However, the cited portion actually describes HTML elements that are capable of sending 
information to the server. Thus, it appears that the examiner believes HTML elements are 
relevant prior art for applicant's components. However, claim 3 requires that the component 
themselves react and execute instructions on the server. In Truong, the HTML elements are 
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interpreted by the browser, but are not actually present on the server, which also means that they 
cannot execute instructions on the server. Thus, HTML elements can not be interpreted as 
components in the sense of claim 3. 

On page 16 of the Final Rejection, the examiner argues that applicant did not disclose 
HTML elements interpreted by the browser as being present on the server, and therefore 
applicant's argument was moot as directed to an unclaimed feature. In fact, Applicant disclosed 
and claimed components containing instructions and executing said instructions on the server, 
using the claim language ''components reacts ... by executing instructions of said component on 
the server y Applicant argues that HTML elements, for example, as disclosed in Truong can not 
be interpreted as components in the sense of claim 3, because there is no suggestion or teaching 
in the reference that HTML elements contain instructions and execute said instructions on the 
server. 

Claims 4-5 are dependent on Claim 3, and for all the same reasons, applicant submits that 
claim 4-5 are not taught or suggested by Truong, either alone or in combination with D' Arlach. 

With regard to claim 4, the examiner cites D' Arlach (Col. 4:64-65). The cited portion 
describes that elements have attributes or properties associated with them. The Examiner 
apparently interprets these attributes and properties as being equivalent to components. This is 
not possible however because claim 2 requires components to be executed by the page generator 
and claim 3 requires components to contain instructions. The Examiner has not pointed to any 
suggestion or teaching that attributes or properties can be executed or contain instructions. 

Claim 4 req\iires one component to contain at least one other component. The Examiner 
cited prior art where elements contain attributes and properties,. However, since neither 
attributes nor properties nor elements can be properly interpreted as components, this citation is 
ineffective to obviate claim 4, 

On page 16 of the Final Rejection, the Examiner discusses claims 4 and 5 in the context 
of claim 3, arguing about HTML elements. These arguments are not applicable to claim 4 and 5 
because these claims do not refer to HTML elements. 

With regard to claim 5, the examiner cites Figure 5, item 506 of D' Arlach. Step 506 
refers to selecting a template for creating or editing a site. The cited portion does not teach or 
suggest generating different pages for different requests. As explained above, D' Arlach 
generates pages during publishing, not upon a user request. This means that a page, once 
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published, stays the same for each page request. In contrast, claim 5 requires a varying set of 
components for different requests of the same page template. 

With regard to claim 64, the examiner cites Truong (Col. 9:15-20) as disclosing 
components including instructions for use by the document generator to generate browser code. 
The cited portion refers to javascript code for execution inside the web browser. It does not teach 
or suggest anything about components. In contrast, applicant's claim explicitly requires 
instructions for use by the document generator and instructions contained in components. 

Claims 65-66 are dependent from Claim 64, and for all the same reasons, applicant 
submits that Claims 65-66 are likewise not taught or suggested by Truong, either alone or in 
combination with D' Arlach. 

With regard to claim 66, the examiner refers to his reasoning towards claim 2. In addition 
to applicant's response to the reasoning of claim 2, the cited portions of D*Arlach do not reveal 
the operation of adding a component to a document template as required by the claim. 

With regard to Claim 94, the examiner cited Truong (col. 2:1-10) as disclosing 
instructions contained in the components. The cited portion discusses various HTML elements, 
but does not disclose any generation process. 

Claims 95 depends from Claim 94, and for all the same reasons are patentable over the 
cited combination. 

4. Claims 6-8 

Independent Claim 6 and its related dependent Claims 7-8 should be considered 
separately and apart from the other claims because these claims introduce the important feature 
of software components residing on the server that contain executable instructions to react 
interactively on user input, called interactive software components. In Claim 6, this notion is 
claimed by reciting a "a^ least one selected component that reacts interactively , , , by executing 
instructions contained in said component on the server,''^ Further, Claim 6 requires that one of 
these selected components be contained somewhere in the data store on a page template "a^ least 
one page template having at least one selected component incorporated therein.^^ A component 
that has this combination of features is not taught or suggested by the cited combination {see 
section A.3). Therefore, applicant submits that the claim is patentable over the cited art. 

In the Final Action dated 6/6/05, the Examiner cited Truong (col. 2:1-5) as disclosing a 
server comprising a plurality of components residing in the data store on the server, including 
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components that react interactively on user input by executing instructions on the server. 
However, Truong refers to browser built-in HTML elements, like HTML forms and HTML 
fields. Since these elements are built into the browser, they reside in the data store of the client 
and they are executed on the client, not on the server. HTML forms and fields can send data to 
the server, but they do not contain instructions for execution on the server. This should be clear 
since the complete browser with everything in it runs on the client only. In contrast, the claim 
clearly requires that components contain instructions on the server. (See also section A.3) 

Further, the Examiner cites D'Arlach (col. 5:25-45) as supporting his interpretation that 
the recited components are somehow equivalent to D' Arlach*s elements. Section A.3 above 
makes clear that this interpretation is erroneous, because the claim requires components to 
contain instructions ^'by executing instructions contained in said component on the server " 

In the advisory action, the Examiner mistakenly argues that executing instructions of a 
component is equivalent to modifying a template and displaying it on the browser. Apparently, 
the Examiner interprets some part of D'Arlach's editor as being equivdent to a component as 
recited in appHcanfs claim. This argument has akeady been discussed extensively in section A.3 
above. Since the claim requires components to be on page templates ("a/ least one page template 
having at least one selected component incorporated therein''), editor parts caimot be interpreted 
the same as the recited components. 

On page 17 of the Final Rejection dated 6/6/05, the Examiner requests that Applicant 
identify a feature in Claim 6 that would effectively distinguish Applicant's components from the 
elements discussed in D'Arlach. Applicant believes that ''executing instructions contained in the 
component on the server'' is such a distinctive feature. Applicant previously amended claim 6 by 
adding the language ''executing instructions contained in said component on the server," which 
clearly requires that components contain instructions for execution on the server. The Examiner 
has never commented on this specific amendment, and appears to maintain his argument based 
on the prior version of the claim. 

In fact, the Examiner does never explicitly argue that D'Arlach's elements contain 
instructions or are executable. However, on page 16 of ttie Final Rejection, the Examiner 
explicitly disagrees with Applicant's assertion that D'Arlach's templates do not have software 
components. The Examiner further states that templates are customizable and contain objects and 
elements which can be customized. Simply because these elements are customizable, however, 
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does not teach or suggest that they could contain instructions or be executable. On page 16 of the 
Final Rejection, the Examiner further argues that storing elements in databases does not matter. 
However, since databases are commonly used to store data, and not executable instructions, the 
choice by D^Arlach to use a database for his templates indicates that he sees templates and 
elements as data, rather than as programs. In fact, the description of the database structure in 
D'Arlach {see col. 5:1-15) demonstrates that the database does not contain instructions for 
execution on the server nor does it contain executable components. This cited portion describes 
the two kinds of elements contemplated by D*arlach: a text element and a button element, both of 
which do not contain instructions for execution on the server. 

The Examiner gives further examples of elements, such as graphical icons, text boxes or 
buttons (see Final Rejection at p. 17), and states that in contrast, java beans are different. The 
reason that java beans are different, however, is because they contain instructions and are 
executable, just like applicant's components, while D'Arlach's elements are not. 

Claims 7-8 depend from Claim 6, and for all the same reasons are patentable over the 
cited combination. 

With regard to claim 7, the examiner refers to his reasoning in rejecting claim 5. 
However, claim 5 deals with a varying set of components. In contrast, claim 7 requires 
^'instructions for interactively editing selected components, " As pointed out by applicant with 
respect to claim 2, Truong's editor does not have a specific function for 'interactively editing 
selected components^' - it just has a function for editing characters of the source code. As 
explained above, D'Arlach also fails to teach or suggest software components. 

With regard to claim 8, the examiner cited D'Arlach (col. 4:60-65) as teaching 
components inside templates and objects/properties or attributes within a component. However, 
the cited portion refers to site templates, elements, objects, properties and attributes, but not to 
components. According to claim 6, components must contain instructions for execution on the 
server. D'Arlachs templates, elements, objects, properties and attributes do not contain 
instructions for execution on the server - all of these items are merely data items stored in a data 
base as explained by D'Arlach at col. 5:15-16. Consequently, none of these items are effective as 
prior art for components in the sense of base claim 6. In addition, according to claim 6, 
components are incorporated inside page templates, which means that page templates do not 
qualify as components. Attributes and properties are not individual objects and therefore can not 
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be interpreted as components. Since the templates, elements, objects, properties and attributes are 
not components in the sense of the claim, D' Arlach does not teach or suggest nested components 
as claimed. 

5. Claims 125-127 

Independent Claim 125 and related dependent claims 126-127 form a third group 
considered to stand or fall together, and not with other claims or groups. Claim 125 is the only 
independent claim directed to a method, and for that reason alone, this claim stands apart from 
the others. The method is useful for editing an application that is built using components and that 
operates by generating documents. The method utilizes interactive components, just like many 
other of applicant's embodiments. 

The first step is "running the application, thereby executing selected components." As has 
been extensively explained in section A.l and with regard to claim 1, neither of the cited 
references performs this step during editing - they do not run the application, and they do not 
teach or suggest components that can be executed (e.g. that contain executable code). For these 
reasons, this claim is patentable over the cited combination. 

The claim also refers to executing selected components'' and requires '^selected 
component in the source code of the application.''' For all the reasoning given in section A.3, 
Applicant submits that the cited prior art combination does not teach or suggest anything like 
Applicant's components as required by the claim. 

Claims 126-127 depend from Claim 125, and for all the same reasons are patentable over 
the cited combination. 

With regard to claim 126, the examiner cited Truong (col, 10:45-50) as disclosing 
repeating the ruiming and the displaying steps after applying a modification fimction. However, 
applicant submits that the cited portion does not teach or suggest the step of running the 
application. Claim 126 requires that the running step to be repeated. On page 19 of the Final 
Rejection, with respect to claim 126, the examiner refers to step 1 16 in Fig. 3 A for repeating the 
running step. In column 9, line 33, step 1 16 is described. It displays an error message in case the 
user entered a wrong ID or Password and repeats the login. Applicant submits that the login step 
in Truong can not be interpreted as the displaying step or the running step. In addition, with a 
wrong login no modification takes place in Truong. 
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With regard to claim 127, the examiner cites Truong (col. 8:45-52) for collecting edit 
information for use by the identifying step. However, Truong teaches identifying files for 
editing. In contrast, the identifying step of claim 125 refers to identifying a component on a page 
template. On page 19 of the Final Rejection, with respect to claim 127, the examiner asserts that 
identifying from Truong is identical to Applicant's identifying as claimed. According to Truong 
at col. 8:45-52, Truong*s identifying step identifies files. According to the claim language in 
claim 125 ''identifying the selected component,'' applicant's identifying step as claimed refers to 
components, not files. Therefore, Truong' s identifying step can not be correlated with applicant's 
identifying step. 

6. Claims 90-93 and 96 

Independent Claim 90 is directed to an editor embodiment. The editor is used with a web 
browser and allows a user to edit a document being actively displayed by the browser "wherein 
scripts contained in said document remain functional during editing." Further, the editor includes 
a client part, e.g., a first software program for execution within the browser that initiates editing 
functions when the user clicks on the displayed document. Because of these specific limitations, 
claims 90-96 should be considered as a group separately fi-om the other groups. 

The Examiner states that Truong discloses an editor that allows the user to edit a 
document being displayed by the browser, citing col. 1 :65-67, col. 2:1-10, and col. 2:17-30. The 
cited portions do not reveal any substantive details about Truong' s editor, but instead provide 
background regarding web technology, such as form capable browsers. Such browsers can edit 
text contained inside form fields displayed on an HTML page. However, this is much different 
than editing the HTML page itself. In fact, Truong's editor is made for editing a file displayed 
inside a form field and not for editing the displayed HTML page itself (See Truong at Fig. 5 and 
col. 10:45-50). 

The Examiner also asserts that Truong discloses scripts that stay functional during 
editing, citing col, 7:1-5. However, the cited portion of Truong reveals only that the browser is 
capable of processing scripts. Such disclosure does not teach or suggest that the file being edited 
is sent to the browser in such a way that the browser recognizes and executes the scripts during 
editing. In fact, to the contrary, Truong specifically discloses that the text of the file is sent to the 
browser in such a way that it can be edited as text, see col. 10:45-50, which impUcitly means that 
the scripts are not executed by the browser, but are instead shown in source code form. In 
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addition, Fig. 5 of Truong shows the editing of a script, which further supports applicant's 
contention that according to Truong, scripts in the selected file are shown as text and are not 
executed. 

In applicant's editor, as recited in Claim 90, ''scripts contained in said document remain 
junctional during editing. " In Truong's editor, they do not. The Examiner suggests that ''sending 
text back to the browser^' as disclosed by Truong is the same thing, but in fact, such a step 
creates a new document in the browser - it is not the same document. The claim, however, 
specifically requires that scripts in "said document'' remain functional during editing. 

The Examiner also cites Truong (col. 8:20-25), but the cited portion shows a script, 
which is part of the editor used to check login ID and password. This shows a single script, 
which is executed before editing and not during editing. Claim 90, however, requires that 
"scripts contained in said document remain functional Fig. 5 of Truong clearly shows editing of 
a script which is not executed during editing. This shows that not all scripts contained in said 
document remain functional. 

The Examiner cites Truong (col. 10:45-50) as disclosing the editor including a first 
software program for execution within the browser for processing selected clicks on the view of 
said document displayed by the browser. The cited portion reveals that "the text may be edited at 
die web browser using editing features." However, this refers to the browser built-in editing 
functions of an HTML text area, as shown Truong's Fig. 5. The cited portion, therefore, seems to 
reveal program instructions inside the browser only. In contrast, Claim 90 requires a first 
software program included in the editor. 

Figure 2 shows that D' Arlach's editor is a sofhyare program for running on the server 
only. Figure 2 does not show the editor including a first software program for execution within 
the browser on the client. In contrast, significant parts of applicant's editor are implemented as 
scripts for execution within the browser. Advantageously, this works much faster because fewer 
server interactions are needed. D' Arlach describes (see col. 6:3-5) that the editor immediately 
requests the server when the user clicks on a selected portion. In contrast, applicant's claim 
explicitly requires a first software program for processing selected clicks. 

Truong uses browser built-in text boxes for editing, including associated program 
instructions. As akeady discussed, these instructions are part of the browser only and not part of 
Truong's editor. In addition, these instructions can not'be used and combined with D'Arlach 
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because scripts contained in HTML text boxes are displayed as source code and are not 
functional as required by the claim. Applicant therefore submits that because neither D'Arlach 
nor Truong has a first software program as claimed, Claim 90 is patentable over the combination 
of Truong and D'Arlach. 

Claims 91-96 depend fi-om Claim 90, and for all the same reasons are patentable over the 
cited combination. 

With regard to claim 91, the examiner cited Truong (col. 6:55-65) as disclosing the editor 
using a second browser window for showing information on elements contained in a document. 
However, the cited portion discloses HTML elements, but does not talk about browser windows. 
In addition, there are no details provided on the user interface of Truong' s editor, merely 
information on the web browser used. On page 18 of the Final Rejection, with regard to claim 
91, the examiner argues that Truong discloses editing in two windows. He refers to Fig. 3 A, step 
102, and step 108. According to col. 9:1-10, step 102 involves starting the browser, and 
accordmg to col. 9:20-22, step 108 means displaying the network editor web page inside the 
browser. Thus, step 102 starts the browser in a single window and step 108 loads the network 
editor web page into it. This does not indicate that the browser shows two windows, but shows 
the same browser window at different times. Therefore, applicant submits that the examiner is 
wrong in interpreting Truong to use two browser windows. Truong just uses a single browser 
window during editing. In contrast, claim 91 explicitly requires a "second browser window". 

With regard to Claim 92, the examiner cited Truong (col 10:45-50) as disclosing storing 
modification on said document in cooperation with the first software program. However, the 
cited portion reveals transmitting the content of a file to the web browser. This is clearly 
different firom modifying a docimient in cooperation with the first software program. 

Claims 93-95 depend from Claim 92, and for all the same reasons are patentable over the 
cited combination. 

With regard to Claim 93, the examiner cited Truong (col. 7:20-30) as disclosing that a 
generated document looks similar to the original. The cited portion talks about generating a 
document for display to the user, but does not indicate that the generated document looks similar 
to any other document On the contrary, Truong's Figure 5 shows clearly that the editor displays 
only the source code text, which looks, in the case of HTML documents, very different than the 
original view of an HTML document. 
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With regard to claim 96, the examiner cites Truong (col. 8:39-45) as disclosing that links 
contained in the document stay functional during editing. However, the cited portion refers to the 
file selection form, not to the document being edited, and not to links. Truong's editor shows 
links during editing as source text, and not as functional links, as required by the claim. Also, 
D'Arlach's editor does not show functional links. As described in col. 9:13-14 of D'Arlach, 
clicking on the "Phone Services" button during editing does not operate the link as in the user's 
view, but instead, brings up the "Elements Properties" screen. This makes browsing using the 
normal link navigation of a web site impossible during editing. In contrast, applicant's claim 
requires that links stay functional during editing in order to allow the user to browse and edit at 
the same time. 

7. Dependent Claims 28 and 29 
Claim 28 is dependent from claim 27, and adds the limitations that the second document 
includes handles, and that choosing a handle selects a component for editing. Claim 29 depends 
from claim 28 and adds the limitation that the handle indicates the position of a component on 
the first document. Because of these limitations, claims 28 and 29 should be considered 
separately. 

With regard to claim 28, the examiner cites D'Arlach (col. 3:33-45) and refers to 
selecting and editing templates which include editable components and objects. However, the 
cited portion is an introductory remark that does not refer to page templates or selecting. In 
particular, the cited portion does not specify how an element is selected, nor does it mention 
anything like a handle. D'Arlach does not disclose the use of handles, but instead, elements are 
selected by directly clicking on them. As described in col. 9: 1 3- 14 of D'Arlach, clicking on the 
"Phone Services" button itself, and not on a handle, brings up the "Elements Properties" screen. 
In addition, Fig. 10 does not show anything like a handle. In contrast, applicant's claim explicitly 
requires handles. 

On page 17 of the Final Rejection, in response to appUcant's arguments regarding claims 
28 and 29, the examiner states that handles are inherent in graphical fill in textboxes, which are 
used to increase size on all comers of the box with a mouse. Applicant disagrees such handles 
are not inherent to graphical fill in textboxes created with HTML, HTML fill in textboxes 
displayed by a browser do not have handles and do not provide a function to increase the size 
with the mouse. The examiner ^parently suggests with this interpretation of handles that 
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D'Arlach's editor provides handles, simply because HTML textboxes do. However, the HTML 
textboxes and all the other classical HTML elements used by D'Arlach or Truong do not have 
handles and do not provide resizing functionality. Applicant therefore submits that neither 
D'Arlach or Truong show a prior art editor using handles. 

Claim 29 depends from Claim 28, and for all the same reasons are patentable over the 
cited combination. 

8. Dependent Claims 41 and 42. 

Claim 41 depends upon claim 1, and claim 42 depends from claim 4L Claim 41 and the 
notion of a client part while claim 42 requires the client part to include instructions for execution 
that are automatically downloaded from the server. Because of these limitations, claims 41 and 
42 should be considered separately. 

With respect to claims 41 and 42, the examiner cites Truong (Col. 3:30-38) and 
specifically refers to the editor input form and the editor selection form. However, the editor 
selection fonn is used by Truong to select a file for editing. The cited portion does not teach or 
suggest that the editor selection form is an executable program. In contrast, claim 41 requires a 
client part for execution on the client computer. The cited portion does not show any executable 
instructions. In contrast, claim 42 explicitly requires instructions. Applicant's editor has a client 
part, consisting of many instructions, that is downloaded to the client computer when the editor 
is started. On page 16 of the Final Rejection, the Examiner cites Truong (Col. 6:32-35) for its 
teaching that "Processor 34, interprets and executes instructions that have been fetched or 
retrieved from client library.'* However, the Examiner has misquoted Truong, and the cited 
portion actually reads "Processor 34, interprets and executes instructions that have been fetched 
or retrieved from client memory ." Thus, the cited portion talks about the general workings of the 
client computer and does not reveal anything about the operation of the editor itself 

C. CLAIMS 22-24, 26, 27, 30-33, 43, AND 67 ARE PATENTABLE UNDER 
SECTION 102(E) OVER TRUONG 



1. Claims 26, 27, 30-33. and 43 
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Independent Claim 26 and related dependent Claims 27-33^ and 43 stand or fall together 
as a fourth grouping of Claims, Claim 26 does not refer to "components" like most of the other 
groups. Further, Claim 26 uses the language '7o modify documents" while most of the other 
claims refer to editing "document templates" Thus, this group of claims merits separate 
consideration. 

Claim 26 describes a system to modify a first document stored on a server whereby a 
second document is displayed to the user that appears and functions similar to the first document. 
Applicant emphasizes the fact the recited elements of the claim are located on the server, 
wherein the server comprises: 
a document store; 

a first software program including instructions for transforming at least one first 
document into a second document having features which permit editing of the first 
document such that at least a part of the second document appears and functions the same 
as the first document; and 

"a second software program including . . . instructions to modify the first document, 

Claim 26 stands rejected on the basis of anticipation by Truong. However, Truong clearly 
does not teach or suggest the combination of elements recited above. Truong merely discloses a 
web based editor for plain text files. When applied to programs or HTML pages, it just displays 
the source code without following the WYSIWYG principle. Truong thoroughly discusses 
fiuictions for editing plain text in his specification. {See, for example, col. 3:40-42, col. 10:40-50, 
and Fig. 5). Since plain text is not fimctional, and Truong just displays the plain text, Truong's 
editor does not operate in a way that "a/ least a part of the second document appears and 
functions similar to the first document'' However, this is exactly what is required by the claim. 

Nevertheless, the examiner rejected Claim 26 on the basis that Truong (col. 3:27-38) 
discloses a first software program including instructions for transforming a first document into a 
second docimient having features which permit editing of the first docxmient such that at least 
part of the second document a ppears and fimctions similar to the first document. However, the 
Examiner is in error. The cited portion of Truong discloses that an editor selection fonn is 
displayed which lists filenames for the user to select for editing. The examiner explicitly 
mentions the editor selection form (see Final rejection at p. 3), apparently as the second 
document. Since the editor selection form lists the filenames only, but not the file content, it can 

^ Claims 28 and 29 were rejected on a different basis, but because applicant asserts that the rejection of base Claim 
26 was in error, these Claims are considered in this grouping. 
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not possibly appear or function similar to the document being edited. In contrast, applicant's 
Claim explicitly requires that the second document appear and function similar to the first 
document. 

On page 15 of the Final Rejection, in responding to applicants arguments regarding 
Claim 26, the Examiner mischaracterizes applicant's argument by stating that "Applicant argues 
that Truong only edits file list and not the file content." In fact, applicant stated that ''Truong 
explains the display of an editor selection form which lists filenames for the user to select for 
editing.'' Certainly Truong's editor ultimately edits the content of the file selected. However, 
Claim 26 requires this to be done in a specific way, i.e., by transforming a first document into a 
second document such that the second document appears and fiinctions similar to the first 
document. The portions of Truong cited by the examiner (col. 3:27-38; Fig. 4) do not give any 
details on how the editing of the file content takes place, because these portions only discuss 
listing the file names. On the other hand, Fig. 5 of Truong does show the view of the editor while 
editing the file content, and it shows the source code of the file which is clearly not functional 
and looks different fi^om the normal view. 

Thus, Truong merely discloses a web-based text editor which does not permit editing of 
fully functional, running web applications, and does not teach or suggest, explicitly or inherently, 
the use of a first software program to transform a first document into a second document that 
appears and functions similar to the first document, and a second software program having 
instruction for modifying the first document. Therefore, Claim 26 is patentable over Truong. 

Claims 27-33 and 43 depend firom Claim 26, and for all the same reasons are patentable 
over the cited combination. 

Applicant submits that claim 27 is patentable over Truong and D' Arlach for similar 
reasons as claim 51, i.e. components. Applicant therefore would put claim 27 into the same 
group as claim 51 . The examiner rejected claim 27 based on Truong alone, not in combination 
with D'Arlach, so claim 27 is discussed in this section C rather than in section B. 

With regard to dependent claim 27, the examiner cites Truong (col. 8:13-15) as 
disclosing a component being executed by the first software program. The cited portion refers to 
the editor input forai, which is a browser built-in HTML form. In contrast, applicant's claim 
requires that the component be executed by the first software program that does the document 
translation. Truong makes no such teaching or suggestion. 
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On page 1 5 of the Final Rejection, with regard to claims 27, 30-33 and 43, the examiner 
states ''Applicant argues that Truong does not disclose the editor input form, which is a browser 
built in HTML'^ This is certainly not a correct characterization of applicant's argument. 
Applicant stated with regard to claim 27 that ''the examiner cites Truong at column 8 lines 13-15 
as disclosing a component being executed by the first software program. The cited portion refers 
to the editor input form, which is a browser built-in HTML form.'' Applicant never argued, as the 
examiner states, that Truong does not disclose an editor input form, but on the contrary states 
that Truong column 8 lines 13-15 disclose an editor input form. 

Applicant's claim, however, requires a component being executed by the first software 
program that does the document translation. The examiner did not cite prior art for this kind of 
component. The examiner did cite a text portion discussing the editor input form. The editor 
input form, however, is part of the browser on the client and therefore not executed by the first 
software program that runs on the server. Thus, the editor input form can not be interpreted as 
being the same as a component in the context of claim 27. 

With regard to dependent claim 30, the examiner cites Truong (coL 7:1-5). However, the 
cited portion appears to simply describe that a browser can execute scripts. In contrast, 
applicant's claim explicitly requires that scripts may be used as "features which permit editing of 
the first document such that at least part of the second document appears and functions similar 
to the first document . . . Truong fails to teach or suggest that scripts could be used in this way. 

Claim 31 depends fi-om Claim 30, and for all the same reasons are patentable over the 
cited combination. With regard to dependent claim 31, the examiner cites Truong (col. 9:15-20). 
However, the cited portion discusses using scripts to do local processing. In contrast, applicant's 
claim specifically requires that the scripts encapsulate information from the first document. 
There is no such teaching or suggestion in Truong. 

With regard to dependent claim 32, the examiner cites Truong (col. 9:10-15), However, 
the cited portion refers to an editor input form which shows only the source text. In contrast, 
applicant's base claim 26 requires "features which permit editing of the first document such that 
at least part of the second document appears and functions similar to the first document and 
claim 32 adds "wherein features incorporate information regarding the first document into the 
second document, " The examiner did not cite prior art for such features. The editor input form 
can not be interpreted as such a feature because the source text of a web page displayed in the 
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editor input form does not function and certainly looks drastically different from its normal view. 
Thus, Truong does not teach or suggest such features. 

Claim 33 depends from Claim 32, and for all the same reasons are patentable over the 
cited combination. With regard to dependent claim 33, the examiner cites Truong (col. 7:10-30). 
However, the cited portion explains the general operation mechanism of a web browser. It does 
not specifically refer to change requests. In contrast, claim 33 explicitly requires the information 
incorporated into the second document be used ''to send change requests for the first document 
to the server''' Truong does not teach or suggest this feature. Instead, Truong sends the complete 
file from the client to the server and saves it under the filename. {See Truong at col. 10:55-59). 
This shows that Truong does not send change requests, but the complete file. In contrast, claim 
33 requires "change requests," 

With regard to dependent claim 43, the examiner cites Truong (Col, 3:30-40 and Col. 9: 
18). The first cited portion refers to various actions without specifying if they are done by a 
script or by the normal browser fimction controlled by HTML. The second cited portion refers to 
scripts contained in the second document. In contrast, applicant's claim 43 requires "ar least one 
additional script that works in cooperation with the second document, There is no such teaching 
or suggestion in Truong. 

On page 16 of the Final Rejection, the examiner states "with regards to HTML Applicant 
again is arguing for an unclaimed merit of distinction." This is not a correct characterization of 
applicant's argument. The examiner cited Truong at Col. 3:30-40. The cited portion discloses the 
action of sending a request. This can typically be done with either HTML or with a script. The 
cited portion does not disclose the use of scripts. In contrast, applicant's claim requires "at least 
one additional script." 

2. Claims 22-25 

Independent Claim 22 and related dependent Claims 23-24 stand or fall together as a fifth 
grouping of Claims by virtue of their rejection under Section 102(e). This group of Claims is 
directed to a computer that includes a document generator executing components, and an editor 
editing these components. This claim has similarities to claim 51, and the arguments for claim 51 
and section A.3. have relevance here as well. 

Claim 22 stands rejected as anticipated by Truong. The examiner cited Truong (col. 
11:1 7-20) as disclosing an editor operable within the web browser for inserting, deleting, and 
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modifying components on document templates. However, the Examiner is in error. The cited 
portion discloses that common WINDOWS editing commands, such as copy, insert, delete, and 
paste, may be used if the browser is running on the WINDOWS operating system. The cited 
portion does not teach or suggest that the editing commands would interact with "components" 
on document templates. In contrast, at colunm 10 line 47, Truong writes *the text may be edited 
at the browser using editing features such as delete, select, search, copy, paste, and the like." 
This makes it clear that Truong's editing features work only on text, and not on components. 

The examiner also cited Truong (col. 10:45-50) as disclosing a document generator for 
processing document templates, executing components and for generating documents from the 
document templates that are understandable by the web browser. However, the Examiner is 
again in error. The cited portion discloses providing the ^ex/ of the selected file to the web 
browser. It does not teach or suggest the use of components, or a document generator for 
executing components, as required by the Claim. 

Claims 23-25*^ depend from Claim 22, and for all the same reasons, Claims 23-25 are not 
taught or suggested by Truong, either alone or in combination with D'Arlach. 

With regard to Claim 23, the examiner cited Truong (col. 2:1-5; col. 10:45-50) as 
disclosing that the editor operates functional applications in an edit mode thereby permitting 
editing directly in the web browser. However, the Examiner is in error. The cited portion actually 
discloses the editing of source text in the web browser, and there is no teaching or suggestion 
that fimctional applications are running in an edit mode. Truong actually teaches away from such 
a suggestion by stating the editor edits the plain text (see col. 10:45-50), and Fig. 5 shows an 
example. In contrast, applicant's editor operates a fimctional application in an edit mode thereby 
permitting editing of generated pages directly in the browser. 

Claim 24-25 depend from Claim 23, and for all the same reasons are patentable over the 
cited combination. With regard to Claim 24, the examiner cited Truong (col. 10:45-50) as 
disclosing a component that can react on subsequent document requests by executing selected 
instructions. The Examiner is in error. The cited portion actually describes instructions of part of 
the editor. According to the base claim 22, the editor is specifically for inserting, deleting, and 
modifying components on document templates. Truong*s editor is not, however, specifically for 



Claim 25 was rejected on a different basis, but may properly be considered with this group. 
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inserting, deleting, and modifying such editor parts. In contrast, Claim 24 requires that the 
instructions belong to the component and be executed upon subsequent document requests. 

Claim 25 depends from Claim 24, and for all the same reasons is patentable over the cited 
combination. 

3. Dependent Claim 67 

Claim 67 d^ends from Claim 59, and applicant believes that Claim 67 can properly be 
considered together that claim. 

Applicant notes that Claim 67 is dependent from Claim 59, which was rejected based on 
the combination of Truong and D'Arlach. Thus, it is inconsistent and improper to reject this 
claim as anticipated by Truong alone. However, for all the same reasons that Claim 59 is 
considered patentable, these Claims should also be considered patentable. 

With regard to Claim 67, the examiner cited Truong (col. 8:39-50) as disclosing that the 
view looks similar to the end-user view of the generated document, except for editing features. 
However, the Examiner is in error. The cited portion of Truong discloses the file selection form, 
but does not give any indication that the view is similar. On the other hand, Fig. 5 clearly 
indicates that Truong' s editor shows the source code of any document, and it is well known that 
the source code of an HTML document does not look similar to its end-user view. 

D. CLAIM 25 IS PATENTABLE UNDER SECTION 1 03(A) OVER THE 
COMBINATION OF TRUONG, D'ARLACH AND U.S. PATENT NO. 
6,651,108 TO POPP ET AL. 

Claim 25 depends from Claim 24, and for all the same reasons, applicant submits that 
Applicant believes that Claim 25 can properly be considered together with the claims identified 
in D.2. above. 

Claim 25 is not taught or suggested by Truong in combination with D'Arlach and Popp. 
For these reasons applicant would put Claim 25 into the second group of claims with Claim 
51and Claim 22. 

The examiner acknowledges that neither Truong nor D'Arlach discloses component 
classes implementing components, (See Final Rejection on page 14). The Examiner thus uses 
Popp to support the notion that the use of classes is a well known practice in an object oriented 
environment. However, neither Truong nor D'Arlach uses an object oriented environment. As 
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previously discussed, Truong's browser buiit-ins are not executed by the document generator, as 
required by the base claim, Claim 22. Further, D'Arlach's elements are data items stored in a 
database, and are not capable of execution, as explained above. Thus, there would be no need or 
motivation to implement D'Arlach's elements by any technology. Thus, the addition of Popp 
adds nothing and is therefore ineffective and improper. 
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